The lack of achievement of students from high-risk and high-poverty environments necessitates changes in today's middle school environments to create a caring, supportive environment where all middle school students can succeed. This study investigated the classroom learning environments of resilient, average, and nonresilient minority students in middle school reading classrooms. A total of 1,295 seventh-and eighth-grade minority students were administered an adapted version of the My Class Inventory. The results revealed that resilient students had more positive perceptions of their reading class than average and nonresilient students. On the other hand, nonresilient students perceived their reading class to be more difficult and have more friction than average and resilient students. Further research is needed in this area that examines specific ways that teachers can improve the learning environments for nonresilient students without diminishing the more supportive learning environment that currently exists for other students in their classes.
despite environmental adversities brought about by early traits, conditions, and experiences" (Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1994, p. 46) . Some averageability students do well academically in at-risk school environments (Waxman, 1992) , and it is important to know why these resilient students succeed, but other students (i.e., nonresilient students) from equally stressful environments do not.
The construct of educational resilience is not viewed as a fixed attribute of some students but rather as an alterable process that can be developed and fostered. Although it has been argued that the skills, opportunities, and relationships that promote resilience could be provided in schools (Storer, Cychosz, & Licklider, 1995) , there have been very few studies that have examined students' resilience in classrooms. Although there is a growing body of research trying to address the issue of why some students from disadvantaged circumstances have been successful in school, these studies have not examined important classroom processes that have been found to significantly influence students' cognitive and affective outcomes. Research in this area, for example, has generally not focused on comparing resilient, average, and nonresilient students on important classroom processes like supportive classroom learning environments that have been proposed to foster students' resilience.
Classroom Learning Environments
The sociopsychological environment or classroom learning environment has also been extensively researched in the past few decades. Several major reviews and research syntheses of these studies have concluded that the sociopsychological environment significantly affects students' cognitive and affective outcomes (Fraser, 1998 (Fraser, , 2002 Haertel, Walberg, & Haertel, 1981; McMahon, 2007; Smokowski, Reynolds, & Bezruczko, 1999) . From a theoretical perspective, classroom learning environment research emphasizes the student-mediating or student cognition paradigm, which maintains that how students perceive and react to their learning tasks and classroom instruction may be more important in terms of influencing student outcomes than the observed quality of teaching behaviors (Knight & Waxman, 1991; Winne & Marx, 1982; Wittrock, 1986) . Student perceptions of the learning environment are essential for understanding the opportunities for learning that are provided to each student in class (Fraser, 1990) . In other words, this paradigm assumes that better understanding and the improvement of teaching and learning can emerge by examining the ways that classroom instruction and the learning environment are viewed or interpreted by the students themselves, because students ultimately respond to what they perceive is important (Chavez, 1984; Schultz, 1979) . Rouse (2001) examined the motivational patterns of resilient high school students in achieving their goals and found that resilient students had more positive beliefs toward good academic achievement, social ability, and received more social-environmental support than nonresilient students. Likewise, Borman and Overman (2004) studied academic resilience in mathematics among low SES and minority elementary school students to find out the risk factors and resilience-promoting features of schools. Their findings suggest that low-SES, high-achieving resilient students share in common greater engagement in academic activities, internal locus of control, self-efficacy in math, a more positive perspective toward school, and higher selfesteem. Additionally, schools that modeled a supportive school community, where students were actively protected from adversity, were most prominent in promoting resilience. Relatively few studies, however, have been conducted in recent years about the association between the classroom learning environment and the resilience of middle school students from disadvantaged urban settings.
The few studies that have focused on the classroom learning environments of resilient and nonresilient middle school students from urban settings have focused on examining learning environments and students' academic motivation. In one such study, Waxman and Huang (1996) compared the motivation and learning environment in mathematics of 75 resilient and 75 nonresilient minority students from an inner-city middle school and found that resilient students had significantly higher perceptions of involvement, task orientation, rule clarity, satisfaction, pacing, and feedback than nonresilient students. Resilient students also reported significantly higher social self-concept, achievement motivation, and academic self-concept than nonresilient students. In a similar study, compared the motivation and learning environment in mathematics of 60 resilient and 60 nonresilient Latino middle school students and found that resilient students had significantly higher perceptions of involvement, satisfaction, academic self-concept, and achievement motivation than nonresilient students.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the present study is to investigate the classroom learning environments of resilient, average, and nonresilient students in reading middle school classrooms consisting of predominantly minority students. This is important for several reasons. First, the concept of resiliency is a fairly recent development and therefore there are not a large number of studies in the area. Second, the number of investigations of reading classroom learning environments is quite small and needs to be expanded. Although there have been a handful of studies that have examined resilient and nonresilient students in middle school mathematics, there have been very few that have focused on reading. Third, with the recent focus on middle-level certification and research, the investigation of at-risk factors for adolescents is necessary. The transition from elementary to middle school has been found to be a traumatic period for many students, especially students at risk of academic failure. Not only are the students undergoing biological changes in middle schools but social changes as well. Although many elementary schools are student centered, focusing on the development of interpersonal relationships, middle schools typically display a more distant environment (Pye, 1988) . Some studies also have shown that elementary students feel more academically competent than their middle school counterparts (Anderman & Midgley, 1997) . Middle school students' lower perceptions of academic competence may be related to their low perceptions of teacher support and involvement (Waxman & Huang, 1998) .
Finally, although a few studies on educational resiliency have examined classroom learning environment differences between resilient and nonresilient students in urban schools, most of these were conducted in large, urban school districts that have been widely criticized for their failure to educate most students due to their low academic achievement, high drop-out rates, and at-risk school environments (Rivera & Waxman, 2007; Waxman, 1992) . In the present study, we selected an urban school district that has been nationally acknowledged for educating minority students.
The present study addresses the following research question: Are there significant differences between resilient, average, and nonresilient urban middle-level students on their perceptions of the classroom learning environment in reading? Differences between resilient, average, and nonresilient students on important background characteristics and out-of-school activities are also examined in this study.
Method Participants
The participants were 1,295 seventh-and eighth-grade students who were randomly selected from three middle-level schools located in a major metropolitan area in the south central region of the United States. Students in the three schools are predominantly minority (i.e., >90%) and about 77% receive free or reduced-cost lunches. The academic achievement of students in the three schools is similar to the other middle schools in the school district and higher than other similar schools in the state. In fact, middle schools in this district had received national acknowledgement for being one of the most successful urban school districts in the United States. The three middle schools included in the present study were randomly selected from all the middle-level schools in the district.
Near the end of the school year, reading teachers were asked to identify their population of students at risk (e.g., students from families of low SES, living with a single parent, relative, or guardian). Students identified as gifted, talented, or special education were excluded from the population to avoid potential effects related to ability differences. From this pool of at-risk students, teachers were then told to select up to three resilient (i.e., highachieving students on both standardized achievement tests and daily school work, highly motivated, and excellent attendance) and three nonresilient students (i.e., low-achieving students on both standardized achievement tests and daily school work, not motivated, and poor attendance) in their class. Trained university researchers administered the learning environment instrument in students' reading class. About 50% of the students were in the seventh grade, and 50% were eighth-grade students. Nearly 50% of students were boys, and 50% were girls. Approximately 61% of the students were Hispanic, about 25% were African American, 6% were White, and 8% of the students were from other ethnic groups.
Learning Environment Instrument
An adapted version of the My Class Inventory (Dryden & Fraser, 1996; Fraser & O'Brien, 1985; Rivera & Waxman, 2007) was used to collect data on students' perceptions of their classroom learning environment near the end of the school year. The inventory is a 50-item questionnaire read to students in Spanish or English by researchers. Students circle either "Yes" or "No" in response to statements about their reading class. The questionnaire contains eight scales that assess students' perceptions in the following areas: (a) Satisfaction, (b) Friction, (c) Competition, (d) Difficulty, (e) Cohesion, (f) Self-Esteem in Reading, (g) Teacher Support, and (h) Equity. A brief description of the scales and a sample item from each follows:
Satisfaction-The extent of students' enjoyment of class work (e.g., "I enjoy the schoolwork in my reading class")
Friction-The amount of tension and quarreling among students (e.g., "Some students in my reading class pick on me") Competition-The emphasis on students competing with each other (e.g., "I try to be first to finish the class work in reading") Difficulty-The extent to which students find difficulty with the work of the class (e.g., "In my reading class, the work is hard for me to do") Cohesion-The extent to which students know, help, and are friendly toward each other (e.g., "In my reading class, I often work with other students") Self-Esteem in Reading-The extent to which students think that they are good at reading (e.g., "I am a very good reader") Teacher Support-The extent to which students think that their teachers are supportive (e.g., "My reading teacher really cares about me") Equity-The extent to which students are treated equally as their classmates (e.g., "I am treated the same way as other students in my reading class")
The instrument has been found to be reliable and valid in many different school settings and it is especially applicable for middle-level and minority students (Fraser, Anderson, & Walberg, 1982; Padrón, Waxman, & Huang, 1999) . The overall instrument also included items investigating student background characteristics, self-reported attendance data, and the amount of time students spent on leisure activities. Most of these items were adapted from the National Educational Longitudinal Survey of 1988 (NELS88; Ingels, Abraham, Karr, Spencer, & Franekel, 1990) . These items included questions about students' (a) background characteristics (e.g., home language), (b) academic aspirations (e.g., how far they will go in school), (c) attendance (e.g., number of days of school missed), and (d) time allocation (e.g., time spent on homework).
Validation of the Instrument
The reliability and validity of the My Class Inventory based on the participants from this study were examined. Six items were found to be unreliable with the other items within their scales and were thus deleted. The modified version of the survey contains 44 items in eight scales with each scale including 4 to 6 items. The revised survey questionnaire has adequate internal consistency reliability. Table 1 presents the internal consistency reliability, discriminant validity (correlations between scales), and analysis of variance (ANOVA) results of class effect on the eight scales. The internal consistency reliability coefficients of the eight scales (Satisfaction, Cohesion, Competition, Difficulty, Cohesion, Self-Esteem in Reading, Teacher Support, and Equity) ranged from .62 to .80, with an average of .71. In other words, the revised survey questionnaire has adequate internal consistency reliability.
Discriminant validity statistics for the sample indicates that the correlation coefficients of a scale with other scales ranged from .13 to .37, with an average of .25, suggesting that there is adequate scale discriminant validity, although a few scales overlap to a certain degree. Because the students in this sample came from different classrooms, we conducted an ANOVA with class as the main factor to determine its effect on students' perceptions of their classroom learning environment. Students from various classrooms perceived significant differences in all the eight scales.
Results
The multivariate analysis of variance results indicate that there were significant differences between resilient, average, and nonresilient students on the eight scales of the adapted My Class Inventory. Univariate F tests and then Duncan multiple comparison post hoc tests were used to determine where the differences were. Because of the large sample size, a criterion level of p < .001 was used to determine statistical significance. Note. A score of 4 indicates that the student responded "Always" to all the items on the scale. A score of 1 indicates that the student responded "Never" to all the items on the scale.
The descriptive results displayed in Table 1 indicate that students had above-average to slightly above-average perceptions of their classroom learning environment. The mean values for most of the scales ranged from 2.5 to 3 (on a 4-point, Likert-type scale, with 4 being the highest possible value). Only the scales of Difficulty and Friction had mean values of 2.0 or below. For resilient and average students, the scales with the highest means were SelfEsteem in Reading, Equity, and Cohesion. For nonresilient student, the highest mean values were Self-Esteem in Reading, Cohesion, and Difficulty. The scales with the lowest mean values for all three student groups were Friction and Difficulty. The standard deviations indicate that there was some variation on the extent to which students perceived these scales. The scales of Teacher Support, Competition, and Equity had the largest standard deviations, whereas the scale of Difficulty had the lowest standard deviations.
The means, standard deviations, and results of the univariate F tests and Duncan multiple comparison post hoc tests are displayed in Table 2 . There were significant differences found for all scales, with the exception of Competition. The Duncan post hoc tests revealed that for the scales of Satisfaction, Cohesion, Equity, Self-Esteem in Reading, and Teacher Support, resilient students had significantly higher perceptions than average and nonresilient students. For the scales Satisfaction, Equity, Self-Esteem in Reading, and Teacher Support, average students had significantly higher perceptions than nonresilient students. For the scales of Friction and Difficulty, nonresilient students had higher perceptions than average students and resilient students. For those two scales, average students also had higher perceptions than resilient students. Table 3 displays the frequencies of responses for resilient, average, and nonresilient students on the items from the NELS88 Survey. The chi-square results revealed that there are statistically significant differences among the three groups on all the demographic variables with the exception of (a) whether they spoke a language other than English before they started school and (b) time spent on reading homework each week. The results indicate that twice as many nonresilient students were held back a grade in school (38%) than resilient students (19%). The self-reported grades indicate that about 87% of the resilient students reported that they received mostly As and Bs as grades in reading this year, while about 66% of the average students said that they received mostly As and Bs. On the other hand, about 75% of the nonresilient students said they received mostly Cs, Ds, or Fs on their reading grades.
In terms of attendance record, resilient students report missing fewer days of schools, skipping fewer classes, and being late for class less than both nonresilient and average students. For time allocation, resilient, average, and nonresilient students report spending nearly equivalent amounts of time doing homework and watching television. Resilient students, however, report spending nearly twice as much time (36%) reading 2 or more hours a week than nonresilient students (19%).
Statistically and educationally significant differences were found between the aspirations of resilient and nonresilient students. About 81% of the resilient students said they would graduate from college or attend graduate school, whereas only 46% of the nonresilient students responded similarly. Furthermore, 82% of the resilient students said they were Very Sure of graduating from high school, whereas only 43% of the nonresilient students said they were Very Sure they would graduate from high school. Approximately two thirds of the average students reported that they were very sure they would graduate from high school. In terms of self-assessment as a student, about 56% of the resilient students indicated they considered themselves above average students, whereas only 20% of the nonresilient students considered themselves above average. About 37% of the average students considered themselves above average.
Discussion
The results from the present study are similar to other studies that have found dramatic differences in the classroom learning environment of resilient and nonresilient students (Padrón et al., 1999; Waxman, Huang, & Wang, 1997) . Overall, the results reveal that resilient students perceive their classrooms much more favorably than nonresilient students. Resilient students have higher perceptions of Satisfaction,
Teacher Support, Cohesion, Equity, and Self-esteem in Reading than average and nonresilient students. On the other hand, nonresilient students perceive their classrooms to be more difficult and have more friction than do average and resilient students. The magnitude of these differences is both statistically and educationally significant. The average effect size, for example, on scores between resilient and nonresilient students for the eight learning environment scales is .52, which indicates a moderate to large effect size. The differences found between resilient, average, and nonresilient students on the demographic variables also are quite revealing. The student aspirations findings, for example, are alarming in that they reveal dramatic differences between resilient and nonresilient middle school students' expectations for finishing high school and going to college. This is especially alarming since these aspirations and the level of academic achievement that students attain by eighth grade have been found to have a greater impact on their college and career readiness than anything that happens academically in high school (Balfanz, Herzog, & MacIver, 2007; Cohen & Smerdon, 2009 ).
There are several important implications that can be drawn from this study. First, it is apparent that there are still dramatic differences between resilient and nonresilient students in these successful high-poverty, urban schools. Although a purposive sample of a nationally recognized urban school district was selected, the results are not very different than other studies conducted in more "at-risk" school environments. This supports other recent research that has found that achievement gaps within schools are often greater than the differences between schools (Waxman, Padrón, Shin, & Rivera, 2008) .
Second, the differences found in the present study in reading classes are very similar to results found in other studies that focused on mathematics classrooms. In other words, the construct of educational resilience may not be content specific but may be more generic applying to all types of educational contexts. Future studies may want to examine whether the resilient and nonresilient students perform similarly in different content area classrooms.
Third, the emphasis on educational resilience appears to have meaningful importance in the field of classroom learning environments. The differences found in the present study, for example, reflect larger and more meaningful differences than other studies that have focused on ethnic-related, graderelated, or gender-related differences (Waxman & Huang, 1998) . It is apparent that resilient and nonresilient students from the same classes perceive very different learning environments.
Another important implication is that the student self-reported grades and self-assessment as a student lends support to the validity of teachers' nomination/classification of the resiliency concept. Student self-reported grades have been found to be a reliable and valid measure of students' actual grades, and the findings from the present study suggest that these selfreported grades related to teachers' identification of students. Nearly 90% of resilient students, for example, indicated that they received mostly As and Bs in reading last year and this year, whereas about 75% of nonresilient students indicate that they are receiving mostly Cs, Ds, and Fs in reading this year. Similarly in terms of self-assessment, about 56% of the resilient students, for example, indicate that they were above average or excellent students, whereas 81% of the nonresilient students said that they were average, below average, or poor students. The use of teacher nomination to identify "resilient" and nonresilient" students could be considered a limitation of the present study because there is the danger that having teachers identify or classify students as nonresilient could affect their treatment of students and ultimately affect students' success (Storer et al., 1995) . The use of students' self-reported grades and student self-support items, however, lends support to the teacher nomination process. Future studies, however, need to examine other criteria for identifying resilient and nonresilient students. Cefai (2004) , for example, developed a teacher rating scale to identify students' resilience, but this instrument also is highly dependent on teachers' judgments.
A fifth important implication is that the inclusion of the demographic items from NELS88 in the present study added important insights about resilient and nonresilient students. These background data compliment the learning environment data and provide a more comprehensive picture of the out-of-school learning environment (e.g., time allocation) as well as important information about student aspirations and their self-assessment as a student. The chi-square results examining differences among the three student groups on the demographic items revealed that there were significant differences for nearly all the variables.
Finally, the findings from the present study suggest several future research studies. First, case studies of individual students (e.g., resilient and nonresilient) students might be useful to help us understand school and classrooms from their perspectives. Shadowing studies of individual students, for example, may help us gain some greater depth of what school is like for them. Second, case studies of classrooms where there are fewer differences between resilient and nonresilient students might be useful to see what teachers do to reduce the inequities or gaps between resilient and nonresilient students. Finally, more studies focusing on teachers are needed to examine their explanations for the differences between resilient and nonresilient students. There is evidence, for example, that teachers have very little difficulty identifying resilient and nonresilient students in their classes (Read, 1999) , but they are often uncertain how they can reduce the achievement and attitudinal gaps between students.
The results of the present study are discouraging in that they paint a bleak picture of nonresilient, middle-level school students who are not doing well in school. Many of these seventh-and eighth-grade students appear to have already "given up" on school and several of these students indicated that they do not even plan to go on and finish high school. They also find their work in reading to be more difficult than other students and they similarly perceive that there is more friction in the classroom, but less support and equitable treatment from the teacher. Continued work in this area needs to focus on specific ways that teachers can improve the learning environments for nonresilient students without diminishing the more supportive learning environment that currently exists for other students in their classes.
